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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Magill et al (hereinafter Magill US 2004/0143542) in view of Gianakouros et al 
(hereinafter Gianakouros US 7,035,819 B1) . 

Re Claim 1: Magill discloses a system and method for interactive electronic 
open order book for securities transactions comprising the steps of: 

• Identifying an NBBO price range (paragraph 0085; nationally disseminated 
best bid/ask); 

• Calculating a midpoint between said buy order price and said sell order 
price (paragraph 0085) and; 

Magill does not explicitly disclose: 

• Determining if said buy order price and said sell order price are within said 
NBBO range (paragraph 0085); 

© Determining if said buy order price is not less that said sell order price; 

• Matching said buy order and said sell order at said midpoint if said buy 
order is not less than said sell order price and said buy order price and 
said sell order price are within said NBBO range (paragraph 0085). 
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Gianakouros discloses a method and system for facilitating automated interaction 
of marketable retail orders wherein a determination is made as to whether the buy order 
price and sell order price are within an NBBO range (Column 1 lines 53-56 and Column 
33 line 64-Column 4 line 5 "Retail Marketable Orders."). It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Magill in view of Gianakouros so that the 
participants in the system receive a higher degree, on average, of price improvement. 
In requiring that orders are within the NBBO range, the system decreases the odds of 
outlier bids being place and increases the overall liquidity of the system. By maintaining 
a level of consistency with regards to the range of bids and offers accepted, the system 
will be more likely to create a match that is efficient in terms of speed and in terms of 
price for both parties. Furthermore, matching at the midpoint of the matched offers 
ensures that the most equitable agreement is reached, without one side of the 
transaction achieving a higher degree of price improvement than the other. 

While the references do not explicitly disclose determining if said buy order price 
is not less that said sell order price, Official Notice is taken that this step is well known 
to price improvement systems. If this step was ignored and the sides were matched, 
then no price improvement occurs. A midpoint in this situation decreases the seller's 
price and increases the buyer's price, which is not an improvement. It therefore would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the references to 
include determining if said buy order price is not less that said sell order price so that at 
the very least both parties have a zero net gain in price, but would hope to gain some 
improvement. 
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Re Claim 2: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and but does not explicitly disclose wherein said NBBO range includes a best 
offer price, said buy order price is not within said NBBO and said sell order price 
is within said NBBO range, said method further comprising the steps of; 

• Changing said buy order price to a changed buy order price that is equal 
to said best offer price 

• Calculating a midpoint between said changed buy order price and said sell 
order price and; 

• Matching said buy order and said sell order at said midpoint if said 
changed buy order price is not less than said sell order price (paragraph 
0085). 

However Magill does allow for the amending of orders (paragraph 0175) and 
furthermore the step of changing the buy order price equal to the best offer price would 
be necessary to ensure execution of the order. Gianakouros notes that in requiring 
orders to be within the NBBO range, the overall liquidity of the method is enhanced 
because the orders are all relatively close (Column 3 line 64-Column 4 line 23), which 
increases the speed of execution. Therefore it would have been obvious to include this 
step so that if an order is received that is outside this range, that it is at the very least 
brought equal to the allowable parameter so that the order can be executed accordingly 
and the liquidity of the system is maintained. 

Re Claim 3: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and but does not explicitly disclose wherein said NBBO range includes a best 
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order price, said sell order price is not within said NBBO and said buy order price 
is within said NBBO range, said method further comprising the steps of 

• Changing said sell order price to a changed sell order price that is equal to 
said best bid price 

• Calculating a midpoint between said changed sell order price and said buy 
order price and; 

e Matching said buy order and said sell order at said midpoint if said buy 
order price is not less than said changed sell order price. 
However Magill does allow for the amending of orders (paragraph 0175) and 
furthermore the step of changing the sell order price equal to the best bid price would be 
necessary to ensure execution of the order. Gianakouros notes that in requiring orders 
to be within the NBBO range, the overall liquidity of the method is enhanced because 
the orders are all relatively close (Column 3 line 64-Column 4 line 23), which increases 
the speed of execution. Therefore it would have been obvious to include this step so 
that if an order is received that is outside this range, that it is at the very least brought 
equal to the allowable parameter so that the order can be executed accordingly and the 
liquidity of the system is maintained. 

Re Claim 4: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and but does not explicitly disclose wherein said NBBO range includes a best bid 
price and a best offer price and said buy order price and said sell order price is 
not within said NBBO range, said method further comprising the steps of 
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• Changing said buy order price to a changed buy order price that is equal 
to said best offer price (paragraph 0085; last sentence) 

• Changing said sell order price to a changed sell order price that is equal to 
said best bid price (paragraph 0085; last sentence) 

• Calculating a midpoint between said changed buy order price and said 
changed sell order price (paragraph 0085; first sentence) and; 

• Matching said buy order and said sell order at said midpoint 
However Magill does allow for the amending of orders (paragraph 0175) and 

furthermore the step of changing both the order prices so that they fall within the 
allowable range would be necessary to ensure execution of the order. Giankourous 
notes that in requiring orders to be within the NBBO range, the overall liquidity of the 
method is enhanced because the orders are all relatively close (Column 3 line 64- 
Column 4 line 23), which increases the speed of execution. Therefore it would have 
been obvious to include this step so that if orders are received that are outside this 
range that they are, at the very least, brought equal to the allowable parameters so that 
the order can be executed accordingly and the liquidity of the system is maintained. 

Re Claim 5: Magill discloses the claimed method supra and further discloses 
wherein said buy order is for a first share amount and said sell order is for a 
second share amount and wherein the step of matching said buy order and said 
sell order includes the steps of: 
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• Matching said buy order and said sell order up to said first share amount if 
said first share amount is less than said second share amount 

• Matching said buy order and said sell order up to said second share 
amount if said second share amount is less than said first share amount 
(Page 5, paragraph 0069; partial "fills"). 

Re Claim 6: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method 1 supra 
and while Magill does not explicitly further disclose the step comprising a second buy 
order having a second buy order price above said midpoint and less than said buy order 
price, wherein the step of matching said buy order and said sell order includes the steps 
of: calculating a cross point equal to said second buy order price plus an increment and 
matching said buy order and said sell order at said cross point, this step would have 
been obvious to anyone skilled in the ordinary art at the time of invention. 

Magill explicitly discloses that one of the objectives of the invention is to provide 
a securities trading system which includes an Interactive Open Order Book capable of 
allowing subscribers via the Internet to aggregate, manipulate, display and interact with 
the buy and sell order data (Page 1 , paragraph 0007). This broad objective is meant to 
achieve the goal of providing both the seller and buyer of a security with optimum price 
discovery that would be beneficial to both sides. Magill also discloses that the price 
discovery of buy and sell orders is dynamic, relative to the bids and offers of the 
subscribers (page 4, paragraph 0062). With these two things in mind, it would have 
been an objective of Magill to account for all possible scenarios where both parties 
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could potentially benefit by using the system. A subscriber would therefore be 
motivated to use the method of Magill to seek a better deal on the transaction. 

Re Claim 7: Claim 7 is similar in scope to claim 6 regarding the prior art and 
particularly the rationale and would therefore be rejected along the same lines with the 
same motivation. 

Re Claim 8: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and further discloses the step wherein said buy order is selected from a plurality of buy 
orders each haying a buy order price and wherein said buy order price of said selected 
buy order is greater than said buy order price of any other of said plurality of buy orders. 
Magill discloses that the "preferred embodiment employs an order matching algorithm 
designed to seek the best mutual matching price (Page 6, paragraph 0085)." Seeking 
the highest buy order price from a list of buy orders would be the best price for the seller 
and would therefore fulfill the objective of the invention. 

Re Claim 9: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and while not explicitly disclosing the step of selecting said buy order ahead of a second 
buy order having a second buy order price equal to said buy order price of said buy 
order wherein said second buy order is a proprietary order, this step would have been 
obvious to someone skilled in the ordinary art at the time of invention. As admitted by 
the applicant in page 3 of the disclosure, a financial institution is obligated to seek the 
best execution for a particular customer order. If the customer's orders are sacrificed 
for the proprietary orders, the institution will not be seeking the best execution for the 
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customer but rather for itself and would therefore be in violation of this business 
principle and would risk losing future business from customers. 

Re Claim 10: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and Magill further discloses the step wherein said buy order is an agency order having 
an order time and further comprising the step of; selecting said buy order ahead of a 
second buy order having a second buy order price equal to said buy order price of said 
buy order, wherein said second buy order is an agency order having a second order 
time and wherein said order time is prior to said second order time (page 3, paragraph 
0031; note paragraph 0031 begins on page 2). 

Re Claim 11: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method supra 
and Magill further discloses the step wherein said buy order is a proprietary order 
having an order time and further comprising the step of selecting said buy order ahead 
of a second buy order price equal to said buy order price of said buy order, wherein said 
second buy order is a proprietary order having a second order time and wherein said 
order time is prior to said second order time (page 3, paragraph 0031; note paragraph 
0031 begins on page 2). 



Claims 12-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien et al (hereinafter Lupien, US Pat 



5.689,652) 
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Re Claim 12: Magill in view of Gianakouros discloses the claimed method 1 as 
previously shown, but does not explicitly disclose a crossing network for matching said 
buy order and said sell order, said crossing network receiving a plurality of pass-through 
orders and a plurality of passive orders. 

Lupien discloses a crossing network that matches buy and sell orders based 
upon a satisfaction and quality profile (see abstract). Lupien further discloses that 
typically the matching process is anonymous (passive), however the buy and sell orders 
are not required to be confidential (pass through). 

It would have been obvious to someone skilled in the ordinary art at the time of 
invention to include the teachings of Lupien to the disclosure of Magill in view of 
Gianakouros, so that there is an efficient system in place to both record buy and sell 
orders in a database, compare said buy and sell orders and match orders appropriately. 

Re Claim 13: Magill in view of Gjanakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method supra and Lupien further discloses the step wherein said buy order and 
said sell order are included in said plurality of pass-through orders (see abstract). 
Lupien states that typically the orders are anonymous, which leaves open the possibility 
for pass through orders. 

Re Claim 14: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method supra and Lupien further discloses the step wherein said buy order and 
said sell order are included in said plurality of passive orders (see abstract). Lupien 
states that typically the orders are anonymous (passive). 
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Re Claim 15: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method supra and Lupien further discloses the step wherein one of said buy 
order and said sell order is included in said pass-through orders and one of said buy 
order and said sell order is included in said passive orders (see abstract). Lupien states 
that typically the orders are anonymous, which implies that they while the majority may 
be passive orders, the possibility for pass-through orders remains. 

Re Claim 16: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method supra and Lupien further discloses the step wherein said passive 
orders are blind orders (see abstract). Lupien states that typically the orders are 
anonymous with regards to the matching system. For the orders to be truly anonymous, 
then no one should be allowed to view the orders submitted by the anonymous parties 
(blind order as defined by applicant). 

Re Claim 17: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method 12 supra. Magill further discloses an order router in communication 
with an external destination (page 1, paragraph 0007; exchange). Magill does not 
explicitly disclose wherein said order router is in communication with said crossing 
network and said order router receives at least a portion of said pass-through orders 
from said crossing network and forwards said at least a portion of said pass through 
orders to said at least one external order destination. 

However, it has been established in the rejection of claim 12 that one would be 
motivated to use a crossing network as taught by Lupien in connection with the system 
of Magill in view of Gianakouros in order to more fully and efficiently process buy and 



Application/Control Number: 09/870,325 Page 12 

Art Unit: 3692' 

sell orders. The system of Magill in view of Gianakouros has the ability to communicate 
and route orders with external exchanges so it would thus also be obvious, along those 
same lines that the crossing network would be in communication with the order router to 
the external exchanges. In this way, if a buy or sell order cannot be matched, via the 
crossing network, with others from the order book, said orders can be forwarded to 
external exchanges to complete the transactions. One would again be motivated to do 
this to add further liquidity to the system and allow for orders to be processed even if an 
initial match does not occur. It would also follow then that at least some of the pass- 
through orders and some of the passive orders not processed by the crossing network - 
would be forwarded to the router to be sent to the external exchanges. 

Re Claim 18: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method supra and while the references do not explicitly disclose the step 
wherein said at least a portion of said pass through orders that have not been matched 
by said crossing network, this would be obvious because the first priority of both the 
Magill and the Lupien systems is to match the orders with other orders entered into the 
system. Communication with external exchanges would only occur if the order could 
not be matched on the crossing network. An order that could be matched on the 
crossing network would not be forwarded to another destination because the crossing 
network can provide the best value for the participant via price discovery with other 
participants of the crossing network. 

Re Claim 19: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien disclose the 
claimed method supra and while the references do not explicitly disclose the step 
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wherein a portion of said pass-through orders are forwarded to at least one external 
destination after a time delay, this would have been obvious to someone skilled in the 
ordinary art at the time of invention because the first priority of both the Magill and 
Lupien systems is to match the orders with other orders entered in the system. 
Communication with external exchanges would only occur if the order could not be 
matched on the crossing network. An order that could be matched on the crossing 
network would not be forwarded to another destination because the crossing network 
can provide the best value for the participant via price discovery with other participants 
of the crossing network. A time delay would be necessary to give the crossing network 
an opportunity to match the order, as well as wait for potential counter offers to be sent 
to the network. 

Re Claim 20: Magill in view of Gianakouros in view of Lupien discloses the 
claimed method supra and Magill further discloses wherein the step of identifying an 
NBBO range includes the step of receiving an updated NBBO (Page 4, paragraph 
0062). Magill notes that the midpoint number changes in direct relationship to changes 
in the NBBO, which implies that changes in the NBBO are received on a continuous 
basis. 

Re Claim 21: Further system claims would have been necessary to perform 
previously rejected method claims 12 and 17 and therefore are rejected using the same 
art and rationale. 
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Re Claims 22-24: Further system claims would have been necessary to perform 
previously rejected method claims 16, 18 and 19 respectively and are therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale. 

Re Claims 25-36: Further system claims would have been necessary to perform 
previously rejected method claims 1-11 and 20 respectively and are therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's initial contention is that here is no motivation to combine the 
references. However, it has been found that "In many, if not most, situations, there is 
neither a motivation to make the modification clearly articulated in the reference nor an 
evident lack of motivation. Rather, the prior art references typically disclose elements or 
aspects of the claimed subject matter, but fail to specifically point the way toward the 
combination, substitution or other modificiation needed to arrive at the invention. A 
judgment must be made whether 'a person of ordinary skill in the art would have had 
sufficient motivation to combine the individual [elements] forming the claimed 
[invention]/" In re Clinton, 527 F.2d 1226, 1228, 188 USPQ 365, 367 (CCPA 1976). 

The Federal Circuit has further stated that 'Although our predecessor court was 
the first to articulate the motivation-suggestion-teaching test, a related test — the 
"analogous art" test— has long been part of the primary Graham analysis articulated by 
the Supreme Court. See Dann, 425 U.S. at 227-29; Graham, 383 U.S. at 35.2 The 
analogous-art test requires that the Board show that a reference is either in the field of 
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the applicant's endeavor or is reasonably pertinent to the problem with which the 
inventor was concerned in order to rely on that reference as a basis for rejection. In re 
Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1447 (Fed. Cir. 1992). References are selected as being 
reasonably pertinent to the problem based on the judgment of a person having ordinary 
skill in the art. Id. ("[I]t is necessary to consider 'the reality of the circumstances,' — in 
other words, common sense — in deciding in which fields a person of ordinary skill would 
reasonably be expected to look for a solution to the problem facing the inventor." 
(quoting In re Wood, 599 F.2d 1032, 1036 (C.C.P.A. 1979))). 

In this instance Magill and Giankourous are considered analogous art as they 
both disclose automated trading networks that seek to match buyers and sellers at a 
beneficial price. Therefore the examiner maintains that the references are pertinent to 
the problem and would therefore it is reasonable that a person of ordinary skill would 
have looked at automated trading networks as a whole to look for a solution to the 
problem facing the inventor. 

In response to applicant's argument that Magill and Gianakourous are not 
combinable (Remarks Pages 6-7), the test for obviousness is not whether the features 
of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary 
reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or 
all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references 
would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 
413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). In other words, the test for obviousness in this case 
is not whether the system targeted toward market professionals can be bodily 
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incorporated into a system for individual securities traders (even if it can), but rather 
what the teachings of the secondary reference add to the primary reference. The 
Gianakourous reference, with respect to independent claim 1 , is added to show the 
determination of whether the buy and sell orders are within an NBBO range (Office 
Action Page 3). As stated previously, the Examiner maintains that it would have been 
obvious to include the teachings of Giankourous to Magill to increase the degree of 
mutual satisfaction of Magill (a primary objective) by removing outlier bids, thus creating 
an efficient, fair and equitable market for Magill participants. 

Applicant further contends that Gianakourous teaches away from the limitations 
of "calculating a midpoint between said buy order price and said sell order price" and 
"matching said buy order and said sell order at said midpoint if said buy order is not less 
than said sell order price and said buy order price and said sell order price are within 
said NBBO range." However the applicant points to a single embodiment of 
Giankourous to cite the support the supposed teaching away (Remarks, Page 5). 
However the beginning of the passage clearly states, "Although a variety of execution- 
price protocols are possible in one embodiment..." However, It has been found that, 
"the prior art's mere disclosure of more than one alternative does not constitute a 
teaching away from any of these alternatives because such disclosure does not 
criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage the solution claimed...." In re Fulton, 
391 F.3d 1195, 1201, 73 USPQ2d 1141, 1146 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 

The applicant further contends that the Examiner has used hindsight reasoning 
gained by a review of the Applicants specification. In support the applicant points to a 
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disclosure of prior art in the present application (Remarks page 7). Respectfully, the 
examiners use of prior art, even if disclosed by the applicant's specification, does not 
represent hindsight reconstruction anymore than the use of a reference from a 
Information Disclosure Statement. Furthermore, it must be recognized that any 
judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made , and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). Applicant's submission in the specification that this knowledge was within the 
level of ordinary skill at the time of filing indicates that the reconstruction was therefore 
proper. 

Applicant's next argument is that the references alone or in combination do not 
disclose at least "determining if said buy order price is not less than said sell order 
price," and "matching said buy order price and said sell order price at said midpoint if 
said buy order price is not less than said sell order price and said buy order price and 
said sell order price are within said NBBO range." With respect to the first limitation, the 
Examiner has taken Official Notice that this step is old and well known because, among 
other things, if this step was ignored and the sides were matched, then no price 
improvement occurs (an objective of both references). 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically point out the 
supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would include stating why the noticed 



Application/Control Number: 09/870,325 Page 18 

Art Unit: 3692 

fact is not considered to be common knowledge or well-known in the art. See 37 CFR 
1.111(b). See also Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 241 ("[l]n the absence of 
any demand by appellant for the examiner to produce authority for his statement, we will 
not consider this contention."). A general allegation that the claims define a patentable 
invention without any reference to the examiner's assertion of official notice would be 
inadequate . 

Applicant has stated that the references do not teach or suggest every limitation 
without addressing the examiners point that, the step would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art. This represents a mere allegation of patentability 
without an adequate traversal. As per the MPEP, If applicant does not traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the 
examiner should clearly indicate in the next Office action that the common knowledge 
or well-known in the art statement is taken to be admitted prior art because applicant 
either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse 
was inadequate, which is now the case. 

With regards to the second limitation "matching said buy order price and said sell 
order price at said midpoint if said buy order price is not less than said sell order price 
and said buy order price and said sell order price are within said NBBO range," the 
examiner has referenced both Magill and Gianakouros as disclosing this conditional 
feature. For Magill states that 'This algorithm examines the prices designated with each 
order and then selects the mid-point of the two prices (paragraph 0085)." While not 
explicitly stating the exact language of the conditional statement, the examiner believes 
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that the Magill reference would 'matching said buy order and said sell order at said 
midpoint /f said buy order price is not less than said sell order price and said buy order 
price and said sell order price are within said NBBO range," as claimed. It appears that 
since Magill does not limit its system to just this conditional statement than the limitation 
is not met. However the system of Magill meets this conditional limitation regardless of 
whether it matches bids outside the NBBO. The examiner feels that additional 
limitations in the claim (perhaps 'only' matching said buy order and sell order price if 
they are within the NBBO range) might more clearly define the invention. However as is 
claimed right now, the examiner believes that Magill is sufficient. 

With regards to claim 12, the examiner maintains his argument that 'anonymous' 
as understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art, indicates that orders are 'kept 
confidential,' and are therefore equivalent to 'passive orders." In addition with regards 
the passive orders the applicant points to his specification that 'passive orders' are 
defined as either 'not held, 'cross only' and 'do not represent.' As pointed out, Lupien 
discloses the 'cross only' function and therefore discloses the limitation as claimed, as 
this is a 'passive order' as defined and there is no specific claim language as to the 
'plurality of passive orders.' In other words given the broadest reasonable interpretation 
of the claim passive orders could be a plurality of 'cross only,' orders, which renders 
Lupien sufficient. It has been found that "reading a claim in light of the specification, to 
thereby interpret limitations explicitly recited in the claim, is a quite different thing from 
'reading limitations of the specification into a claim,' to thereby narrow the scope of the 
claim by implicitly adding. disclosed limitations which have no express basis in the 
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claim." The court found that applicant was advocating the latter, i.e., the impermissible 
importation of subject matter from the specification into the claim.). See also In re 
Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Applicant 
always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 
USPQ 541 , 550-51 (CCPA 1 969). 

With regards to applicants claim that there is no motivation to modify or combine 
the references, the Examiner refers Applicant back to previous arguments above 
regarding the analogous art test. Lupien, like the previously cited references is directed 
toward a crossing network utilizing optimal mutual satisfaction profiles. Therefore the 
examiner maintains that the references are pertinent to the problem and would therefore 
it is reasonable that a person of ordinary skill would have looked at automated trading 
networks as a whole to look for a solution to the problem facing the inventor. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Timothy M. Harbeck whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8123. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Chilcot can be reached on 571-272-6777. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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